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there is in the conclusion, so long as it is rightly inferred, the better
is it, and no laws of prudence can ever be opposed to this, rgut
if by the expression too much he means not simply something mom
than was sought, but something incontrovertibly false, then indeed
what he says is true. But the Reverend Father makes a great
mistake in attempting to foist anything like this on me. For when
I wrote: ' The knowledge of the things which I know to exist, does
not depend on the knowledge of the things which I do not yet
know to exist; and yet I know that a thing which thinks exists,
and do not as yet know that body exists; therefore the knowledge
of a thing which thinks does not depend on the knowledge of the
body1,7 I inferred nothing excessive and nothing incorrect. But
when he assumes the statement: / know that a thinking thing
exists, and I do not yet know that mind exists; nay, no mind exists,
nothing exists, everything has been renounced, he assumes something
quite nonsensical and false. For I cannot affirm or deny anything
of mind, unless I know what I understand by the term mind; and
I can understand none of the things which that term customarily
signifies in which thought is not contained. Thus it is a contra-
diction for anyone to know that a thinking thing exists and not to
know that mind or some part at least of what is signified by the
term mind, exists. The words that my critic puts at the end:
Nay, no mind exists, nothing exists, everything has been renounced,
is so absurd as not to deserve any answer. For since subsequently
to our renunciation we have acknowledged the existence of a thing
which thinks, the acknowledgment of the existence of rnind goes
along with that (at least in so far as this is the term that stands
for a thing which thinks); consequently we have no longer re^
nounced it.

Finally when he commences his application of formal syllogism
to the argument and lauds that as a method of regulating the reason*
opposed to mine, he apparently wishes to prove that I do not favour
the syllogistic forms, and that hence the Method I possess is highly
irrational. Bat this is false, as is clear enough from my writings,
in which I have nowhere refused to employ syllogisms when the
situation demanded such treatment.

Here he brings forward a syllogism  constructed out of false

premises, which he asserts to be mine but which I deny time and

again.    For as to the major: nothing which is such that we can

doubt ivhether it exists, actually exists, it is so absurd that I have no

1 Of. Med. IT. p. 152.                    2 Gf. p. 304, par.'l.